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In addition, I shall note the ways in which Kelley and colleagues (e.g., Kelley, 1979 ; Kelley et al. 1983 Kelley et al. / 2002 Kelley et al. , 2003 increasingly have acknowledged the extent to which each individual's behavior not only is a consequence and a cause of his or her partner's behavior but also is a consequence (and, possibly, a cause) of the individual's personality (i.e., a variety of within-person characteristics that lie outside the domain of individuals' presumed cognitive abilities or intelligence; Digman, 1990 ) . By the same token, I shall argue that interdependence theory is necessary -but not sui cient -for relationship scientists to understand why individuals behave in a particular manner within close relationships (see also Clark & Lemay, 2010 ) .
Fundamentals of interdependence theory
Origins of h ibaut and Kelley's interdependence theory:
Lewin's i eld theory
As Kelley and h ibaut ( 1978 ) pointed out, their interdependence theory (h ibaut & Kelley, 1959 ) originated as an elaboration of Kurt Lewin's ( 1936 Lewin's ( , 1948 i eld theory. According to i eld theory, individuals' behavior can be understood as a joint function of factors within persons (i.e., personality and intelligence) and factors outside persons (i.e., aspects of the physical and social environment). In turn, according to interdependence theory, relationship pairs' or dyads' pattern of interaction can be understood as a joint function of factors within each of the partners and the social situation within which the partners i nd themselves (Rusbult & van Lange, 2003 ) . Both i eld theory (Lewin, 1936 (Lewin, , 1948 and interdependence theory (Kelley & h ibaut, 1978 ; h ibaut & Kelley, 1959 ) acknowledge the importance of personality in directing each individual's behavior (J. G. Holmes, 2002 ) . However, unlike i eld theory (which has been embraced by personality psychologists and social psychologists alike; see Hall & Lindzey, 1970 ; Schellenberg, 1978 ) , interdependence theory has been embraced primarily by social psychologists (Berscheid, 1985 ; Berscheid & Reis, 1998 ) . Even those social psychologists who have championed the study of personality have tended to cite i eld theory, rather than interdependence theory, as a major source of conceptual inspiration (e.g., Funder & Fast, 2010 ; Snyder & Cantor, 1998 ; Snyder & Ickes, 1985 ) .
Given that interdependence theory (Kelley & h ibaut, 1978 ; h ibaut & Kelley, 1959 ) is a direct conceptual descendant of i eld theory (Lewin, 1936 (Lewin, , 1948 , why did i eld theory (but not interdependence theory) succeed in capturing the imagination of many personality psychologists? McAdams ( 1997 ) noted that Lewin's conceptualization of needs not only is central to i eld theory but also is rel ected in certain neo-behaviorist personality Behaviorist foundations of the i eld of close relationships 5 theories, such as Rotter's ( 1954 ) version of social-learning theory (which, in turn, gave rise to the personality construct of locus of control; Rotter, 1966 ) . In contrast, although motives or psychological needs can be readily incorporated into interdependence theory (van Lange & Balliet, 2015 ) , motives (or, for that matter, other major personality constructs) are not as central to interdependence theory as needs are to i eld theory (see Rusbult & Arriaga, 2000 ) . Like other neo-behaviorist theories, interdependence theory (Kelley & h ibaut, 1978 ; h ibaut & Kelley, 1959 ) addresses the role of rewards (i.e., "the positive consequences of interaction"; Rusbult & Arriaga, 2000 , p. 81) versus costs (i.e., "the negative consequences of interaction", p. 81) during the establishment, maintenance, and (potential) termination of close relationships (Berscheid, 1985 ) . However, unlike other behaviorist theories, interdependence theory suggests that many interpersonal situations exist in which individuals understandably refrain from reciprocating partners' rewarding versus costly behavior, out of concern that such reciprocation could cause irreparable damage to their relationships (e.g., reciprocating partners' heated anger or criticism; see Agnew & VanderDrit , 2015 ) . h us, although it might not be accurate to refer indiscriminately to interdependence theory as one of the "exchange and equity theories" (e.g., Brown, 1986 ) , interdependence theory does share certain important concepts with other neo-behaviorist social-psychological theories. Rusbult & Buunk, 1993 ; Rusbult et al., 1994 ) conceptualization of rewards and costs as direct or indirect antecedents of relationship commitment , or individuals' conscious decision to remain in a given relationship over the long term (a key construct within interdependence theory; Kelley et al., 1983 Kelley et al., / 2002 Kelley et al., , 2003 . Rusbult ( 1980 Rusbult ( , 1983 Rusbult et al., 1986a ) hypothesized that partners' rewarding behavior toward individuals would be signii cant positive predictors of individuals' commitment. Conversely, Rusbult hypothesized that partners' costly behavior toward individuals would be signii cant negative predictors of individuals' commitment. Consistent with predictions, across several studies, Rusbult ( 1980 , Studies 1 and 2; Rusbult, 1983 ; Rusbult et al., 1986a ) found that rewards from partners were signii cant and positive predictors of individuals' commitment. However, contrary to predictions, Rusbult found that costs from partners were unrelated to individuals' commitment. Nevertheless, Rusbult found that costs from partners were signii cant and negative predictors of relationship satisfaction , or individuals' happiness with their relationships (like commitment, a major construct within interdependence theory; Kelley et al., 1983 Kelley et al., / 2002 Kelley et al., , 2003 .
Despite the importance of rewards and costs to Rusbult's early studies of satisfaction and commitment ( 1980 , 1983 Rusbult et al., 1986a ) , Rusbult eventually became known for her investment model , which focuses on relationship satisfaction, perceived alternatives to the current relationship, and relationship investments as predictors of relationship commitment (for a meta-analytic review, see Le & Agnew, 2003 ) . Current research on the investment model (which was derived from interdependence theory; Kelley et al., 2003 ; Kelly et al., 1983 Kelly et al., / 2002 tends not to directly address rewards or costs in close relationships. Indeed, Rusbult's Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998 ) specii cally measures satisfaction, alternatives, investments, and commitment. h erefore, over time, Rusbult and her followers have de-emphasized rewards and costs as explicitly measured interdependence constructs.
h is is not to say that rewards and costs have become irrelevant to Rusbult's ( 1980 ) investment model. As Rusbult and Arriaga ( 2000 ) pointed out, relationship satisfaction is inl uenced by comparison level (CL), or "the standard by which people evaluate the rewards and costs of a given relationship in terms of what they feel [that] they deserve" (Berscheid, 1985 , p. 431) . To the extent that individuals' objective experiences of rewards versus costs meet their subjective internal standard or CL, individuals will tend to be satisi ed with their current relationships. Conversely, to the extent that individuals' objective experience of rewards versus costs fail to meet their CL, individuals will tend to be dissatisi ed with those relationships. Nevertheless, like objective rewards and costs, individuals' CL is not measured by Rusbult's Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998 ) .
Another case in point: benei ts and costs as rel ected in accommodation (?)
Another example regarding the importance of rewards and costs to interdependence theory (Kelley & h ibaut, 1978 ; h ibaut & Kelley, 1959 ) is Rusbult's (e.g., Rusbult & Buunk, 1993 ; Rusbult et al., 1994 ) conceptualization of rewards and (especially) costs as part and parcel of accommodation , or individuals' conscious decision to respond to partners' costly behavior with their own rewarding behavior (yet another major construct within interdependence theory; Kelley et al., 2003 ) . Unlike commitment or satisfaction, accommodation has not been linked empirically -whether directly or indirectly -to rewards or costs per se. Rather, Rusbult and colleagues ( 1991 , Studies 1 through 6) began with the assumption that all partners behave badly at times (e.g., express anger and/ or criticism toward each other) in close relationships and then asked individuals to indicate how ot en they have responded to such costly actions with rewarding, relationship-promoting actions versus costly, relationshipthreatening actions.
In the process of dei ning accommodation, Rusbult (e.g., Rusbult & Buunk, 1993 ; Rusbult et al., 1994 ) distinguished among four potential responses that individuals typically make to relationship partners who have been angry or critical: (1) exit (a costly and overt response); (2) voice (a rewarding and overt response); (3) loyalty (a rewarding and covert response); and (4) neglect (a costly and covert response). Rusbult and colleagues ( 1991 ) contended that, to the extent that individuals refrain from engaging in exit and neglect responses, instead of engaging in voice and loyalty responses, individuals display accommodation toward their partners. Indeed, across several studies, Rusbult et al.
( 1991 , Studies 1 through 6) found that relationship commitment was a signiicant, positive predictor of accommodation as operationalized by high voice, high loyalty, low exit, and low neglect.
Given that partners' anger or criticism toward individuals is assumed (rather than measured) in Rusbult's (e.g., Rusbult et al., 1991 , Studies 1 through 6) research on accommodation, individuals' transformation of motivation (i.e., "the shit in the way [that] a person understands and interprets the situation"; Arriaga, 2013 , p. 46) during accommodative dilemmas must be inferred. Rather than behave in accordance with the norm of reciprocity (which states that individuals are motivated to respond in kind to other persons' rewarding versus costly behaviors; Gouldner, 1960 ) , individuals who face accommodative dilemmas may decide to put their short-term self-interest aside for the long-term sake of their close relationships (Berscheid & Reis, 1998 (Rusbult, 1980 (Rusbult, , 1983 . Such a focus is consistent with Rusbult's belief that all empirical roads within her investment model lead through the interdependence construct of commitment (see Le & Agnew, 2003 ) . However, Rusbult and colleagues ( 2001 ) acknowledged that one or more personality variables (as well as additional social-psychological variables) may be rel ected directly in accommodation and other "transformation of motivation" processes.
Citing an article by Kelley ( 1983 ) concerning interpersonal dispositions (i.e., aspects of personality that are especially likely to inl uence individuals' behavior toward relationship partners, at least in principle), Rusbult and van Lange ( 2003 ) identii ed attachment styles (i.e., secure versus insecure orientations toward actual or potential relationship partners in general, presumably arising from the quality of individuals' earliest experiences with caregivers; Bowlby, 1969 Bowlby, / 1997 Bowlby, , 1973 Bowlby, / 1998 Bowlby, , 1980 Bowlby, / 1998 as precursors of transformation of motivation processes. At the time that Kelley ( 1983 ) was writing about interpersonal dispositions, Hazan and Shaver ( 1987 ) had not published their breakthrough article on adult attachment styles. Nevertheless, Rusbult and colleagues (Gaines et al., 1997d, Studies 1 through 4) demonstrated that scores on Hazan and Shaver's ( 1987 ) original, categorical measure of attachment styles were related signii cantly to accommodation in heterosexual romantic relationships (i.e., individuals who possessed a secure attachment style scored signii cantly higher on voice, and signii cantly lower on exit and neglect, than did individuals who possessed insecure attachment styles).
Furthermore, citing Kelley ( 1983 ), Rusbult and van Lange ( 2003 ) identii ed social value orientations (i.e., cooperative versus non-cooperative preferences for outcomes in interdependence situations; McClintock, 1978 ) as precursors of transformation of motivation processes. Social value orientations have not been examined as predictors of accommodation in close relationships. However, van Lange and colleagues ( 1997 , Studies 1 and 2) found that individuals who held a cooperative preference scored signii cantly higher on secure attachment style (measured as a continuous variable, adapted from Hazan & Shaver, 1987 ) than did individuals who held non-cooperative preferences -a i nding that could pave the way for future research on (secure) attachment style as a mediator of the impact of social value orientations on accommodation. (McClintock, 1978 ) , as personality constructs (see also Kwan & Herrmann, 2015 ) . Second, even if personality psychologists were to adopt the view that social value orientations qualify as personality constructs, attachment theorists in particular (following Bowlby, 1969 (following Bowlby, / 1997 (following Bowlby, , 1973 (following Bowlby, / 1998 (following Bowlby, , 1980 (following Bowlby, / 1998 probably would argue that social value orientations should be considered as outcomesrather than predictors -of attachment styles (see Landau & Sullivan, 2015 ) . We will return to the construct of social value orientations in Chapter 4 .
Bowlby's attachment theory: a personality theory that potentially complements h ibaut and Kelley's interdependence theory
If h ibaut and Kelley's ( 1959 ; Kelley & h ibaut, 1978 ) interdependence theory is the preeminent behaviorist theory within the i eld of relationship science (Arriaga, 2013 ), then John Bowlby's ( 1969 / 1997, 1973 / 1998, 1980 / 1998) attachment theory -which is based on the premise that human beings (among other species) need emotional intimacy with other persons, from infancy onwardis the preeminent personality theory within this i eld (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2013 ) . Hazan and Shaver ( 1994a ) advocated an integration of interdependence and attachment perspectives within the i eld of relationship science. Indeed, results of the aforementioned studies by Rusbult and colleagues (Gaines et al., 1997d) suggest that attachment theory can complement interdependence theory regarding insight into such "transformation of motivation" processes as accommodation (see also Gaines & Henderson, 2002 ; Gaines et al., 1999a ) . First, let us consider the given situation , or "the benei ts and costs that objectively exist, as determined by basic structural characteristics, which rel ect a person's preferences without any concerns for the interaction partner" (Arriaga, 2013 , p. 46) , that individuals face when their relationship partners express anger or criticism toward them. Interdependence theory (Kelley & h ibaut, 1978 ; h ibaut & Kelley, 1959 ) is silent regarding the issue of master motives (see Rusbult & van Lange, 2003 ) . However, attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969 (Bowlby, / 1997 (Bowlby, , 1973 (Bowlby, / 1998 (Bowlby, , 1980 (Bowlby, / 1998 suggests that all individuals are motivated to seek emotional intimacy with other persons, even when other persons behave badly toward them (Hazan & Shaver, 1994a ) . Although a "pure" interdependence analysis might focus primarily on the costs that individuals experience when they are on the receiving end of anger or criticism from their signii cant others, a combined interdependence and attachment analysis might focus as much upon the benei ts that being with their partners might of er, as upon the costs that bearing the brunt of partners' negativity might yield.
Next, let us consider the ef ective situation , or "the benei ts and costs that direct behavior, which are revised from outcomes in a given situation, and rel ect preferences based on broader social considerations" (Arriaga, 2013 , p. 46) . Interdependence theory (Kelley & h ibaut, 1978 ; h ibaut & Kelley, 1959 ) does refer broadly to interpersonal dispositions as inl uences on the "transformation of motivation" that causes individuals to shit from the given situation to the ef ective situation (Kelley, 1983 ) but generally has not of ered a systematic basis for identifying specii c interpersonal dispositions that might inl uence accommodation (see Rusbult & van Lange, 2003 ) . In contrast, attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969 (Bowlby, / 1997 (Bowlby, , 1973 (Bowlby, / 1998 (Bowlby, , 1980 (Bowlby, / 1998 indicates that although most (i.e., securely attached) individuals i nd it relatively easy to trust relationship partners (largely due to their earliest caregivers' consistent giving of love and af ection), many (i.e., insecurely attached) individuals i nd it relatively dii cult to trust relationship partners (largely due to their earliest caregivers' inconsistent or non-existent giving of love and af ection; Hazan & Shaver, 1994a ). Although a "pure" interdependence analysis might focus primarily on securely attached individuals' capacity, alongside insecurely attached individuals' incapacity, for maintaining their relationships (and, thus, rewarding partners in spite of partners' negativity), a combined interdependence and attachment analysis might focus as much upon securely attached individuals' greater tendency to appreciate and to respond to partners' past rewarding behavior, as upon securely attached individuals' greater tendency to avoid responding to partners' present costly behavior.
Attachment styles: holding their own against commitment in predicting accommodation As noted earlier, Rusbult (e.g., Rusbult et al., 1991 , Studies 1 through 6) consistently emphasized the social-psychological construct of commitment as a predictor of accommodation. However, several of Rusbult's own studies (e.g., Gaines et al., 1997d, Studies 1 through 4) indicate that -whether operationalized as categorical or continuous variables (Hazan & Shaver, 1987 ) -the personality constructs of secure, anxious-ambivalent, and avoidant attachment styles are signii cantly related to accommodation. Given the status of commitment as a "relationship-specii c motive" (Rusbult & van Lange, 2003 , p. 368) that presumably operates alongside interpersonal dispositions in predicting "transformation of motivation" processes such as accommodation, one might ask whether commitment and attachment styles each explain unique variance when they are entered together as predictors of accommodation.
In one study, Rusbult and colleagues (Wieselquist et al., 1999 , Study 2) examined commitment as well as continuous measures of secure, anxiousambivalent, and avoidant attachment styles (Hazan & Shaver, 1987 ) as predictors of accommodation in heterosexual relationships. h e data from the Behaviorist foundations of the i eld of close relationships 11 study in question previously formed the empirical foundation for Study 4 of the aforementioned research by Gaines et al. (1997d) . Wieselquist et al. ( 1999 ) found that commitment was a signii cant, positive predictor; anxiousambivalent attachment style was a signii cant, negative predictor; and secure attachment style was a marginal, positive predictor of accommodation (avoidant attachment style was unrelated to accommodation). Based on the results of Rusbult and colleagues (Wieselquist et al., 1999 ), it appears that attachment styles hold their own when they are entered alongside commitment as predictors of accommodation. However, Rusbult and colleagues concluded that "self-reported attachment style does not account for substantial variance beyond the features of interdependence that [collectively] form the basis for the present model" (Wieselquist et al., 1999 , p, 942) . h is apparent paradox can be solved once one realizes that accommodation was the only "transformation of motivation" process that Rusbult and colleagues considered among a host of dependent variables (i.e., dependence level, commitment, accommodation, partners' perceived partner accommodation, trust, and partners' trust); attachment styles fared better in predicting accommodation than in predicting the other interdependence constructs (see Gaines & Agnew, 2003 ) .
Beyond attachment theory: a broader perspective on personality and accommodation in close relationships Hazan and Shaver ( 1994a ) made a compelling case for incorporating attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969 (Bowlby, / 1997 (Bowlby, , 1973 (Bowlby, / 1998 (Bowlby, , 1980 (Bowlby, / 1998 throughout the i eld of relationship science. Nevertheless, Hazan and Shaver ( 1994b ) also acknowledged that -like any scientii c theory -attachment theory possesses limitations as well as strengths. For example, attachment theorists' increasing emphasis on mental representations of self and other (i.e., individuals' positive versus negative internal working models of themselves and of relationship partners in general; Bartholomew, 1990 ) as consciously experienced relationship schemata (see Berscheid, 1994 ) has inadvertently led to a gap in relationship scientists' knowledge regarding the role of the unconscious in attachment processes (Berscheid, 2010 ) . h is gap in knowledge is especially ironic in light of the psychodynamic origins of attachment theory (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007 ) .
Several classic "social-psychological" theories of personality (following Hall & Lindzey, 1970 ) of er relationship scientists the opportunity to broaden their conceptual and methodological horizons beyond attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969 (Bowlby, / 1997 (Bowlby, , 1973 (Bowlby, / 1998 (Bowlby, , 1980 (Bowlby, / 1998 as they explore interpersonal dispositions as inl uences on "transformation of motivation" processes such as accommodation. Perhaps the most obvious theoretical candidate for such exploration is Harry Stack Sullivan's ( 1953 ) interpersonal theory , which contends that individuals' personalities cannot be properly understood without
